Economic, social, and environmental transformation of destinations as a consequence of tourism has been observed and studied extensively within the tourism literature. transformation theory has evolved as a tool for understanding structural economic, social, or environmental change, which is driven by institutions. there is an emerging body of research that has sought to identify the institutional aspects of the tourism transformation process. Despite this, there has been limited development of tools that can measure institutions, inhibiting the development of long-run decision-making models that governments can use when developing policies for tourism destination development. As a result this research contributes a suite of institutional indices that can be used by tourism managers and planners to monitor, evaluate, and benchmark the tourism industry's institutions. Drawing from the organizational change literature, the proposed indices focus on competition, management processes, data and research capabilities, collaboration efforts, benchmarking processes, learning ability, and agility and adaptability. this research is an important step in developing combined structural and institutional models that will contribute to the development and implementation of decisionmaking tools to assist destinations seeking to achieve long-term sustainable tourism transformation.
Introduction
tourism has emerged as an important economic sector in many countries, often replacing traditional industries such as agriculture. this process of change has been termed "transformation" defined as the long-term process of change, whereby an economy restructures from one economic sector to another owing to institutional change (Seliger, 2002) . Institutions are collective human-designed actions, and may include government strategies, policies, or laws, business or industry norms, social norms, cultural beliefs, or the general patterns of consumer behavior (Mantzavinos, North, & Shariq, 2004) . Institutions are commonly proposed as important underlying factors in tourism development (Mwangi, 2006) .
While transformation theory has been emerging as a key paradigm in tourism research (Mclennan, ruhanen, ritchie, & Pham, 2012; Pavlovich, 2003) , a number of gaps remain within the transformation literature. In particular, there is limited understanding surrounding the dynamic interaction between structure and institutions, an issue that has been exacerbated by a lack of tools to measure the nuances of institutions. this lack of research foci has limited the development of long-run decisionmaking tools available to governments, resulting in difficulties when developing policies for tourism development (Dwyer et al., 2008) .
Institutions are important underlying factors in tourism development and have been identified as requiring further research (Saarinen, 2004) . recogniz ing that decision making is an important variable in influencing destination change, a number of tourism researchers have suggested there is a need to further investigate how institutions, human agency, and strategic intervention impact on tourism development (Agarwal, 2002; Scott, 2003) . the development of institutions in a region is congruous with system learning, which is a process of continually developing rules or beliefs that impact on or guide a system (Schianetz, Kavanagh, & lockington, 2007) .
It is often argued that government deregulation, intervention, and institutional development are required to overcome the issues and problems of transformation and to stimulate tourism development (Alipour & Kilic, 2004; Kotlinski, 2004) . the literature also suggests that for destinations to undergo successful tourism transformation they require effective tourism policy and few deterrents to visitation, as well as ongoing education, training, research, development, and performance measurement (Briedenhann & Butts, 2004) , indicating a need for ongoing system learning. Existing indicators used to measure institutions in a tourism destination are currently underdeveloped (Mclennan et al., 2012) .
Given these identified gaps, this research develops a series of institutional indices to measure and benchmark the current institutions of tourism related businesses and government organizations. these indices address competition, management processes, performance measurement, data and research capabilities, collaboration efforts, benchmarking processes, learning, and agility and adaptability. to achieve the aims of this research, data were collected from business and government organizations and a number of indices were developed from the survey data. this contributes the development of a suite of comprehensive institutional indices, which has been limited in tourism research.
literature review

Measures of Institutions in the Tourism Literature
A growing segment of tourism literature has argued that change in a tourism system's structure is driven by underlying institutions (hall, 2004; Schianetz et al., 2007) . Scott (2003) suggested that different stages of tourism destination development are not the same, but rather are more complex because of the influence of human agency and argued that this requires further investigation. Existing indicators used to measure institutions in a tourism destination are currently underdeveloped and there is little evidence of how institutions interact with structures across the transformation process (Mclennan et al., 2012) . yet strategic mistakes are often unavoidable and inherent in the learning process (hallegatte, Ghil, Dumas, & hourcade, 2008) . System learning theory suggests that a system is able to learn, thereby enabling it to adjust to changes in its environment. the learning process occurs via the modification of institutions to enable stability or more directed change (Argyris & Schon, 1996) . System learning theory has been identified in tourism research and used to explain institutional development within destinations (Farrell & twining-Ward, 2004; Schianetz et al., 2007) .
A number of case studies have suggested that issues and problems in government institutions are the cause of ineffective and inappropriate tourism development (Alipour & Kilic, 2004; Sergeyev & Moscardini, 2006) . these issues and problems are often attributed to poor tourism policies (such as positioning, coordination, and investment), a lack of government support, a narrow perspective, high levels of corruption, and broad political instability. As a result, some researchers doubt whether positive tourism transformation actually ever occurs (hall, 2004) . Saarinen (2004) and Saarinen and Kask (2008) construed a tourism destination as a spatial structure that develops through a historical process related to its administrative, economic, and cultural institutions. Saarinen (2004) proposed that two key components form a destination's identity. the first is the "discourse of region" (Saarinen, 2004, p. 167 ) that refers to the tourism image, knowledge, meanings, and natural and cultural features that relate to the destination. Over the course of the transformation process these slowly stereotype, resulting in a loss of differentiation between destinations. this implies that more developed destinations are not as "unique" as those in which tourism has just commenced. the second is the "discourse of development" (Saarinen, 2004, p. 167) , which represents the institutions, practices, and larger processes that construct the destination. these institutions relate to the holistic and hierarchical concepts discussed earlier and originate from higher level systems, but interact with and govern the tourism industry.
Other tourism researchers have also recognized the importance of institutions. For example, Cottrell, Vaske, Shen, and ritter (2007) based their work on the prism of sustainability, thus including economic, social, environmental, and institutional dimensions. Shen and Cottrell (2008) developed measures of the four sustainability dimensions based on three to five survey items. they also developed a four-item measure of resident satisfaction and, using structural equation modeling, found that economic, social, environmental, and institutional dimensions were predictors of residents' satisfaction with tourism, with institutions being the strongest predictor, followed by the economic and social dimensions. Shen and Cottrell (2008) highlighted the importance of considering all four dimensions when monitoring sustainable tourism. Jackson and Murphy (2006) developed a series of questions aimed at measuring competition and interaction among tourism businesses. Murphy and Cooper (2004) also measured the competitiveness of a destination and tourism investment. Similarly, Zhang, ruhanen, Murphy, and Cooper (2004) developed a local-level development potential index to assist in investment decision making and help guide government policy making. the index questionnaire was distributed to business leaders, politicians, administrators, and interest groups in five regions in Australia. Broadly, the questionnaire asked respondents about perceived potential and current constraints for future tourism development, future tourism strategic options, knowledge of selected theories, and personal information. In particular, the scale developed a detailed assessment of the constraints to future development, which included economic, administrative, political, transport, and other constraints. Shen and Cottrell (2008) developed three to five survey items to measure the four sustainability dimensions: economy, society, environment, and institutions. however, their five-item institutional index, while providing a broad overview, could not delve in depth into all aspects of tourism business institutions, such as learning, and agility and adaptability.
Measures of Institutions in the Broader Literature
With a lack of institutional measurement systems in the tourism literature, it was necessary to look more broadly to underpin the indices with theory. there has been growing recognition in economics, ecology, and organizational change literature that change can be influenced by institutions. this saw some researchers link structural change with institutions, resulting in the development of transformation theory (Corpataux & Crevoisier, 2007; Malaska, 1991) . Frameworks to emerge from related economic literature included the structure-conduct-performance paradigm (Ferguson & Ferguson, 1994) and the regression theorem (Boettke, Coyne, & leeson, 2008) , among others. Similarly, the adaptive capacity literature has recognized the integral role of institutions, governance, and management in the change process (haddad, 2005) . For example, the Adaptive Capacity Wheel is a tool to assess if institutions stimulate the adaptive capacity of a society to respond to climate change (Gupta et al., 2010) .
In the organizational literature, business institutions have been assessed through scales and indices. the learning Organizations (lO) framework (Senge, 1990) has previously been proposed as a valuable analytical tool for assessing the learning process in tourism organizations (Prideaux, laws, & Faulkner, 2003; Schianetz et al., 2007) , as has Spitzer's (2007) transforming Performance Measure ment (tPM) framework (Mclennan et al., 2012) . however, unlike the lO framework, the tPM framework is yet to be applied in a tourism context, particularly as a collective measurement tool for tourism destinations.
the tPM framework presented a series of scales assessing performance measurement, organizational trust, collaboration, organizational agility, and decision-making processes of businesses. Spitzer (2007) argued that transformational measurement is a way of facilitating organizational learning, emphasizing that transformation is a social process and that while "maturity" can be seen as stagnant, it can also mean the system is more effective and fundamentally "much better" (Spitzer, 2007, p. 177) . Spitzer (2007) suggested that organizations can control transformation through performance measurement and monitoring. the tPM framework is a novel and comprehensive way to quantitatively assess transformation in an organization's institutions. By adapting concepts such as the tPM framework, which have evolved in lO literature, tourism institutions at both the individual business level and the political level can be monitored collectively, thereby developing a tool for managing tourism system learning.
From the review of the literature, eight institutional constructs relevant for tourism organizations and destinations were identified. table 1provides an overview of these constructs and provides justification for their inclusion within the set of indexes developed in this research.
Method
Developing Indices
An index is a composite ordinal measures of a construct that can indicate a person's score compared to other people (Colton & Covert, 2007) . that is, a respondent's score on an index is determined by their responses to a series of questions, with each question providing some indication of the construct (or factor) being measured (DeVellis, 2003) . Indices summarize and rank order the series of indicators into a single score measuring the latent constructs by accumulating scores assigned to individual indicators (Babbie, 1990) . Indices do not need to be unidimensional, which means more than one dimension of a concept can be reflected in an index, thus enabling a measurement of complex multifaceted constructs (Denzin, 2006) .
Indices are primarily used to collect causes, symptoms, or outcomes (Colton & Covert, 2007) . Unlike a scale, an index needs only to have convergent (the indicators hang together), content, and face validity (Singh, 2007) . While other tools can be used to assess the validity of an index, this is not an essential for its development (Babbie, 1990) . For this research the development of indices was considered more appropriate than unidimensional scales, as the goal was to measure an outcome or current state, and the constructs were complex and not always unidimensional. the advantage of an index over a single item is the range of gradiations it offers in the measurement of a variable. Altogether, the index items constitute a more complete and reliable measure of the construct than each individual indicator (Spector, 1992) .
the literature debates whether objective or subjective measures are more appropriate for use in the indices (Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011) . those who support objective measures (e.g., gross regional product, unemployment rates) argue that they are quantifiable aggregate measures (Simmons, yonk, & Fawson, 2010) . Costanza et al. (2008) argued that the difference between objective and subjective measures is illusionary, because objective measures are proxies for subjective indicators. Indeed, a truly objective set of indicators is elusive as selecting some indicators and not others is a subjective process with selection bias (Simmons et al., 2010) . For this research, only subjective measures were considered; however, more objective measures could be incorporated to broaden the institutional assessment beyond the perceptions of managers in further research.
Surveying
to develop the institutional indices, a survey of business owners or managers and government employees was undertaken in three local govern-ment areas (lGAs): Murweh Shire, hervey Bay, and the Gold Coast, all in Queensland, Australia. to select items for the indices, indicator statements of the constructs were identified from the literature and complied into an item pool (sources in table 1). Once a large number of statements had been collected, the list was double checked for readability, face validity, relevance, and missing indicators. the entire list of statements was too large to be administered at one time; thus it was necessary to refine the list, by omitting repetitive and irrelevant statements, to ensure the survey had the best chance of being completed and answered accurately (DeVellis, 2003; Singh, 2007) . the result was eight institutional indices that assessed competition, management processes, performance measurement, data and research capabilities, collaboration efforts, benchmarking processes, learning ability, and agility and adaptability. the survey tool was a self-completion questionnaire, conducted either online via SurveyMonkey (a web-based survey tool available at www.survey monkey.com) or in hard copy. the survey asked business and government respondents about their organizations' structure and planning processes and then asked them to complete the institutional indicator assessment of their businesses. All indicator statements were collected on likert-type scales, which ranked responses from 1 = "strongly agree" to 5 = "strongly disagree." likert-type scales are widely used in social, behavioral, and marketing research (Dawes, 2008) . to further ensure validity, the questionnaire underwent expert panel review and pilot testing. Once administered, a sample of Management processes influence decision-making and enable or restrict adaptability, benchmarking and the adoption of new practices (Broderick, Garry, & Beasley, 2010) . there is a need to understand management processes to determine how a system will behave, and to develop dynamic, effective and efficient strategies for destination development (Zahra, 2006) .
Spitzer (2007) Performance measurement Flood (1999) noted that organizations can generate their own future (or self-organize). likewise, Spitzer (2007) discusses how organizations can control transformation processes through performance measurement and monitoring.
Spitzer (2007) Data and research Data and research can aid learning, agility and success of a destination, yet few institutional assessments consider this element (Mclennan et al., 2012) . Understanding the impact of research on a system is difficult due to the researcher and the object of research not existing independently (Skyttner, 2006) .
Spitzer (2007)
Collaboration A lack of collaboration can result in tourism development being difficult and less effective, while clusters can enable development (Sorenson & Epps, 2003) . tools have previously been developed to measure collaboration and clustering (Jin, Weber, & Bauer, 2012 
Benchmarking Benchmarking practices can provoke change and best practice (longbottom, 2000) . Service sector organizations are typically less likely to benchmark as they are often small firms with constraints to benchmarking (Broderick et al., 2010) .
Spitzer (2007) learning the organizational change literature suggests that systems learn and that this allows a system to cope with change. learning occurs by developing institutions to stabilize or direct a system (Argyris & Schon, 1996) and can ensure sustainable development (Schianetz et al., 2007) .
Spitzer (2007) Agility and adaptability It has been recognized that adaptability and agility are important to the survival of a system and its ability to cope with change (Graetz & Smith, 2006; Folke et al., 2002) . Spitzer (2007) 281 business owners or managers and 85 government employees was achieved in the three local areas from September to December 2009.
Data Preparation, Weighting, and Creating the Indices
the data were downloaded from SurveyMonkey in Excel format and loaded into StAtA v11.0, a data analysis and statistical software package, for analysis. the survey asked several questions to identify tourism organizations. Specifically, business respondents were asked whether their organization sold any goods or services to visitors to the region and if the organization primarily supplied goods or services to visitors to the region (rather than to locals). Government respondents were asked if they worked in a position that related to, or overlapped with, any tourism-related functions, planning, governance, or policies (which was appropriate as in some regional areas tourism policy may be handled by economic development officers or planners). If respondents answered yes to these questions they were deemed a tourism-related respondent, but they could also be identified as being tourism dependent. An alternative method to identify tourism-related organizations is the tourism Satellite Accounting method; however, when working at a local destination level, this modeling approach may not provide accurate location specific information.
the sample framework was a stratified random sample that classified the population into mutually exclusive groups and sampled within these groups; this helped to reduce sampling error and bias (Cook, heath, & thompson, 2000) . the data from the business survey were weighted to the number of Australian businesses by industry division for each of the lGAs to further improve representativeness (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2007) .
to create the indices, the items were standardized, which means that the mean is set to 0 and the variance is set to 1 prior to summing. this practice is employed to prevent variables with larger ranges or prevalence from exerting a greater influence on the index (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006) . Negative statements were reverse coded to ensure all items in the index had the same sign direction for the creation of a sensible and usable index (StataCorp, 2009) . that is, for the negative statements, 1 was recoded to 5 and 2 was recoded to 4, and vice versa. Next, the items in each question set were equally weighted and combined using simple averages to create the indices. Generally, the literature suggests the use of equal weighting (unless there are compelling reasons for differential weighting) because this is the most common type of index and is more appropriate for use with statistical measures (DeVellis, 2003) .
Assessing Reliability and Validity
While an index needs only have convergent, content, and face validity (Singh, 2007) , other tools can be used to assess the validity of an index (Babbie, 1990) . It was considered appropriate to undertake additional reliability and validity tests to gain a greater insight into the indices that were developed and the constructs that were being measured. thus, following the development of the indices, they were tested in StAtA v11.0 for reliability using the Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) . this formula generates a scale reliability alpha that is identical to Cronbach's alpha (Cronbach, 1951) when standardized means are used. As it is identical, this measure will be referred to as Cronbach's alpha in the remainder of this article. Cronbach's alpha is a common method for testing the internal consistency of an index or scale, meaning that it checks that each item in the index is measuring the same or a similar construct (totten, Panacek, & Price, 1999) . If the alpha value is "high" there is evidence that the items measure an underlying (or latent) construct. Generally, if Cronbach's alpha is equal to or greater than 0.7 the index or scale is considered robust (langbein & Felbinger, 2006) . how ever, some researchers suggest that an acceptable precision is if Cronbach's alpha is equal to or greater than 0.6 (Asah, 2008; DeVellis, 2003) . Indeed, Costello and Osborne (2005) argue that in the social sciences common precision levels range between 0.4 and 0.7.
While useful, Cronbach's alpha should be used with caution as its results can be misleading (Shelby, 2011) . Although Cronbach's alpha increases as the interitem correlation increases, the alpha value is dependent on the number of items. this is an issue as the literature generally advises that to develop robust indices parsimony when determining the number of items is essential. yet Cronbach's alpha is weighted so that more items result in a higher alpha score, thereby giving the appearance that indices with more items are superior (UClA Academic technology Services, 2011).
Factor analysis, another method for evaluating the relationship between the items in an index and the construct (DeVellis, 2003) , was used to assess the dimensionality of the indices. While indices need not be unidimensional, it was considered important to assess the dimensionality of the data to provide a better understanding of the construct being measured (Singh, 2007) . Principal Com ponent Factor (PCF) analysis is a data reduction technique that assesses and summarizes all variance in the data (Grimm & yarnold, 1995) . Generally, items with a strong correlation to others in the battery are given high weights. Using PCF analysis, eigenvalues were calculated to provide a way of estimating the degree to which a particular factor is represented in the index by assessing variance (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006) . From this, StAtA automatically calculates the number of factors that are retained, thereby providing an indication of the dimensionality of the index. PCF analysis also provides an indication of uniqueness of each variable in the battery, which indicates how much of the variable is explained by the retained factors. this can help to determine which variables may not have a good fit within the index (StataCorp, 2009 ).
PCF analysis is based on Pearson correlations, which assess linear relationships and therefore can be influenced by differences in latent variable distributions. Despite this, researchers have found PCF to be reliable, even when the latent variables are not normally distributed (Dudzinski, Norris, Chmura, & Edwards, 1975) . thus, to retain objectivity and aid the interpretation process the variables were not transformed to adjust for skewed distributions.
Ultimately, an index is tested through external validation and its usefulness for explaining the construct accurately in later analyses (Babbie, 1990) . retained, with factor 1 accounting for 22% of the variance in the index, followed by factor 2 (17%), factor 3 (13%), and factor 4 (11%). the high number of factors may reflect the relatively low Cronbach's alpha achieved by this index. as the interitem correlations (covariance) and Cronbach's alpha results. the index received an overall reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) of 0.76. the lr test of the independence of the PCF model was significant (Prob > χ 2 = <0.001), indicating that the results are meaningful. table 3 indicates that two factors were retained, with factor 1 accounting for 38% of the variance in the index and factor 2 accounting for 20%. table 3 displays the factor loadings and the uniqueness of the variables. the uniqueness of most of the variables in the index was reasonably low. however, Manage7 was found to be 64% unique, implying that the two retained factors do not explain the variation in the variable very well. yet Manage7 scored reasonably well with a similar Cronbach's alpha to the other variables in the set. this suggests that this variable can contribute to the index and help measure management processes, but that it also measures another factor that the rest of the index does not, namely business performance.
results
The Competition Index Results
The Management Processes Index Results
The Performance Measurement Processes Index Results
table 4 presents the Performance Measurement Processes Index variables and the associated questions as well as the interitem correlations (covariance) and Cronbach's alpha results. the index achieved an overall reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) of 0.91. the lr test of the independence of the PCF model was significant (Prob > χ 2 = 0.001), indicating that the results are meaningful. table 4 indicates that only one factor was retained, with factor 1 accounting for 59% of the variance in the index. table 4 displays the factor loadings and the uniqueness of the variables, with the uniqueness of most of the variables in the index being relatively low. however, Perform9 was found to be 65% unique, indicating that the retained factor does not explain the variation in the variable very well. however, Perform9 scored the highest Cronbach's alpha score and this was similar to the alpha scores of the other variables in the set. this suggests that this variable can contribute to the index and help measure performance measurement processes, but it also measures another factor that the rest of the index does not. 5 indicates that two factors were retained, with factor 1 accounting for 41% and factor 2 accounting for 22% of the variance in the index. table 5 displays the factor loadings and the uniqueness of the variables. the uniqueness values of most of the variables in the index were reasonably low. however, research7 was found to be 67% unique, implying that the retained factors do not explain the variation in the variable very well. Despite this, research7 scored well on the Cronbach's alpha score and this was similar to the alpha scores of the other variables in the set. this suggests that this variable can contribute to the index and help measure data and research capabilities, but that it also measures another factor that the rest of the index does not.
The Data and Research Capabilities Index Results
The Collaboration Efforts Index Results
table 6 presents the Collaboration Efforts Index variables and the associated questions, as well as the interitem correlations (covariance) and Cronbach's alpha results. the Collaboration Efforts Index achieved an overall reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) of 0.86. the lr test of the independence of the PCF model was significant (Prob > χ 2 = <0.001), indicating that the results are meaningful. table 6 indicates that five factors were retained, with factor 1 accounting for 35% of the variance in the index, followed by factor 2 accounting for 10%, factor 3 accounting for 9%, factor 4 accounting for 7%, and factor 5 accounting for 6%. table 6 displays the factor loadings and the uniqueness of the variables. the uniqueness values of most of the variables in the index were reasonably low. however, Collab15 was found to be 66% unique, implying that the retained factors do not explain the variation in the variable very well. however, Collab15 scored well on the Cronbach's alpha score and this was similar to the alpha scores of the other variables in the set. this suggests that this variable can contribute to the index and help measure collaboration efforts, but that it also measures another factor that the rest of the index may not. indicates that two factors were retained, with factor 1 accounting for 43% of the variance in the index, and factor 2 accounting for 11%. table 8 displays the factor loadings and the uniqueness of the variables. the uniqueness values of most of the variables in the index were reasonably low. however, learn2 was found to be 63% unique, implying that the retained factors do not explain the variation in the variable very well. however, learn2 scored well on the Cronbach's alpha score and this was similar to the alpha scores of the other variables in the set. this indicates that the variable contributes to the index, but that it also measures another factor that the rest of the index does not.
The Benchmarking Processes Index Results
The Agility and Adaptability Index Results
table 9 presents the Agility and Adaptability Index variables, the associated questions, the interitem correlations (covariance), and Cronbach's alpha results. the index received an overall reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) of 0.95. the lr test of the independence of the PCF model was significant (Prob > χ 2 = <0.001), indicating that the results are meaningful. table 9 indicates that three factors were retained, with factor 1 accounting for 50% of the variance in the index, and factor 2 and factor 3 accounting for 7% and 5%, respectively. table 9 displays the factor loadings and the uniqueness of the variables. the uniqueness values of the variables in the index were all low. this suggests that the variables are generally explained by the three retained factors.
Discussion and Conclusion
Institutions can either deliver or hinder structural development, and so it is essential that they are incorporated in structural change models. Despite the established body of work on scales and indices in tourism and associated fields, the use of institutional indices to assess tourism destinations are underdeveloped. therefore, the institutional assessment primarily drew on existing scales and indices from both tourism and the broader literature (table 1), resulting in eight institutional indices being developed. these indices aimed to assess competitiveness, management processes, performance measurement, data and research capabilities, collaboration efforts, benchmarking processes, learning ability, and agility and adaptability. With the development of tourism institutional indices for the assessment of tourism destinations remaining largely unexplored and theoretically underdeveloped in tourism literature, the development of the institutional indices is a novel contribution to tourism destination literature and does not appear to have been previously developed to this extent within this context. this research has delivered a series of indicators by which tourism managers can form baseline measures for benchmarking the current institutions within an organization, industry, or destination. this standardized method of institutionally rating organizations to provide an indication of the performance of the industry or destination can enable the ongoing monitoring of institutions across time, as well as allow comparisons with other organizations, industries or destinations. the indices can reveal particular institutions on which organizations or destinations are underperforming; for example, it may be found that an organization is underperforming in its agility and adaptability scale and therefore can implement organizational changes strategies to address this issue. Moreover, the indices also provide a tool to identify sectors of the tourism industry requiring institutional change; for example, small businesses may be identified as having lower institutional performance (i.e., they rank lower on the indices overall) than larger organizations.
Furthermore, at an international, national, or state level, these indices can be used to pinpoint specific destinations, regions, or countries that require institutional development and can highlight which particular areas to focus on, such as learning or research and so on. these indicators are additionally useful as they are a standardized system that can be used to assess the institutions of other industries and across regions, thereby providing a system for comparison and benchmarking. Such comparisons will enable more directed and efficient institutional change to aid the transformational process. having an in-depth understanding of business institutions will enable businesses and the tourism industry to cope with and direct transformational change.
the institutional indices focused on eight areas: competition, management processes, performance measurement, data and research capabilities, collaboration efforts, benchmarking processes, learning ability, and agility and adaptability. Previous tourism research has focused on competition, competitive behavior and interaction (Jackson & Murphy, 2006) . Expanding the assessment of institutions to include other elements, this current research therefore contributes innovative indices to tourism literature, specifically for assessing the eight identified foci.
Future research should seek to develop the Compe tition Index by seeking additional and appropriate items that could enhance the index to ensure it is more predictive. the majority of the indices developed in this research were multidimensional, suggesting they are complex and multifaceted concepts. For these indices to be used as scales, they need to be split by the factors, thus further analysis and development of the indices could result in a number of scales to measure the overarching concepts. Development of the indices into scales would allow for assessment of particular influential factors that may underlie the constructs. While this was not a focus of this research it would be of benefit to pursue this avenue in future research.
A fundamental notion behind transformation theory is that there is a need for ongoing change, learning, and adaptability. therefore, the proposed scales should be continually evaluated and revised to better measure and adapt to changes in the tourism industry. While the developed indices appear to be robust and successfully measure the constructs of interest, a true test of a scale is to determine whether the results portray reality. thus, the indices should be implemented and analyzed in future research to fully determine their applicability for measuring institutions. 
